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the others). It is, therefore, not possible to decide whether the meeting with

the consultant caused the difference in emphasis or whether the employees

simply did not grasp the concept or did not see the opportunities of loading

their jobs vertically as did the supervisors.

Second, employees were concerned with the social impact of the change

whereas supervisors were not. In both participative groups, employees empha—

sized repeatedly that they wanted to work together and help each other, and

the main thrust of one of the participative designs was for the group to

develop into a kind of autonomous work group, helping each other where necessary

without changing the job assignments as such. There is no indication that

either of the supervisors considered the social impact of the new jobs they

had designed.

The concern with the social impact arose spontaneously in the work groups;

• the consultant did not talk about social issues in any of the sessions he held.

It is possible that the warning to the supervisors not to involve their work

groups in planning the job changes communicated a norm not to consider social

effects . But the results also are consistent with the interpretation that there

is a definite difference in the focus of the changes made by supervisors and

workers, with supervisors concentrating more on questions of authority rela-

tionships (vertical loading) and workers being more concerned with social

relationships .

Changes in job characteristics. Table 1 shows the changes in job dimensions

from the end of the first to the end of the second day in the supervisory and

participative condition. Participants described their jobs on each day after

having worked in them for six to seven hours so that the degree of familiarity

with the jobs was comparable at both administrations of the questionnaire.

Insert Table 1 About Here

_ _ _ _
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In addition to an objective description, the results in Table 1 may

reflect, to some extent, how the employees felt about their jobs. For example,

autonomy—which should be influenced by vertical loading—increased more in

the participative than in the supervisory condition , although the difference

is not significant. It is possible that the score is attributable more to the

method of change than to the actual changes—workers in the participative con-

dition certainly had more opportunity to make decisions concerning their j obs

than did those in the supervisory condition . -

The significantly larger increase in task identity in the supervisory

condition describes well the differences in the new jobs: in one of the super—

visory groups, every person made the entire product , thus providing maximum

task identity, and in the other group two jobs were created instead of four,

giving each person a somewhat more identifiable piece of work. In both parti-

cipative groups, most workers still did only a small part of the task and could

not identify their work in the final product.

Changes in work behavior and performance. Quality of performance, as

measured by the proportion of finished products rejected , was higher in the

supervisory condition (only 31 per cent rejects as compared to 55 per cen t in

-
- j the participative condition) . But this finding is inconclusive : only a small

number of working boxes were produced on the second day—and, since only one

was pro duced on the first day , there is no baseline for comparison.

The clinical data appear to indicate that the characteristics of the

changes made had more influence on workers ’ concern with producing working units

than did the method used to imp lement the changes . Those workers making entire

units showed sore concern with quality and pride in their work than did

employees working in teams regardless of impl.mentation condition .

Likewise, the desire to stay or leave appeared to be influenced more by
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the changes made than by the mode of implementation. The topic of leaving was

not salient for any group. But persons making entire units were generally

more hesitant to leave and had at times to be forced to quit working, whereas

those working in teams were ready to leave early.

Sumsary. The results appear to point out a difference in emphasis between

the efforts of supervisors and employees . The supervisors attempted more con-

scientiously to implement the job characteristics model and made changes

increasing task identity and workers’ area of responsibility. Workers were

sore concerned with social aspects of the work and judged their new jobs to

have Increased autonomy and task significance although no job changes were made

involving these job dimensions; their assessment even of the “objective” job

- i characteristics appears to have been influenced by affective responses . Neither

the supervisors nor the workers themselves made very radical changes , which may

explain the lack of more clearcut differences between conditions .

Affective Responses

The changes in affective responses on the JDS that accompanied the job

redesign efforts are shown in Tab le 2.

Insert Table 2 About Here

The pattern of the changes in satisfaction scores is very consistent——a

greater increase is observed in the participative condition than in the super—

visory condition for all variables , and all scores 4ecreased in the plant

manager condition. Only the differences in social satisfaction are significant.

The observer reports also indicate an impact of the participative imple—

mentation method on the relationships among group members. In one of the

participative groups , the work proceeded in almost total silence for most of

the first day , whereas an amiable climate developed after the intervention and

an average amount of interaction was observed. Members of the other participative 

—-‘
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group showed considerable interest in each other’s work. All group members

of this group stayed even after the simulation had ended to observe one man

completing the testing of his product; their staying appears to have had a

social basis Which could be attributable to the participative change.

Thus, the process of designing the new jobs in a group appears to have

increased the feeling of belonging together , which is consistent with the

significant difference in the increase in social satisfaction anong conditions .

This may be a desirable outcome on jobs which require cooperation of group

members , but might be counterproductive on jobs which require individual

achievement . -

Effect of Implementation Method, Keeping Job Changes Constant

In the comparisons reported so far, it has been shown that both the actual

changes made and the implementation method affected the results. To isolate

the effect of the implementation method, it is necessary to compare groups where

identical changes are made using different modes of implementation. In this

study, the changes developed by one participative group were imposed on another

group by the plant manager as part of the research design. Table 3 shows the

- 

- 

changes in JDS scores which accompanied the job changes in each of these two

groups.

Insert Table 3 About Here

Changes in individual job characteristics did not differ significantly

between the groups except for task significance, which increased for the group

which developed the changes and decreased for the group on which the changes

were imposed. However , four of the five job dimensions showed a larger increase

in the participative condition; as a consequence, the s~.~~iary statistic ~~S

F (motivational potential score) shows a significant increase (p < .01) - in the

participative group and almost no increase in the plant manager group. 

———- ---—-- -~~~~~~ -- - —~~-— 
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U Table 3

Changesa in JDS Responses from Day 1 to Da~r 2

Participative Plant Manager Differenceb

Group Group

Job Dimensions

SkiU Varie ty 1.08 .25 .83

Task Identity .58 1.59 —1.01

Task Significance .67 —1.Li2 2.O9~~~

Autonomy .91 .67 .21.1

Feedback from the Job .92 —.142 l.31s

MPS 1.~5.oo 6.75 38.25**

Experienced Psychological States

Meaningfulness .38 -.56 .9Li

Responsibility .63 —1.OLi 1.67~~
Knowledge of Results .06 .13 — .07

Affective Responses

Internal ~‘otivation — .014 —1.21 1.17

General Satisfaction .85 —.55 1.1.10

Social Satisfaction .83 — .67 1.50*

Supervisory Satisfaction .31& — .33 .67

Growtri Satisfaction .75 — .19 •914*~

~~~~~~ admi nistration score minus second administration score;

identical job changes made using different implementation inetnods.
bp~~.ticjpatj ve group score minus plant manager group score.

< .10 (two—tailed)

**p < .05 ( two—tailed)

~~~
p < .02 ( two—tailed)

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _  j
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Of the experienced psychological states, responsibility shows an increase

in the participative and a marked decrease in the plant manager condition ,

leading to a significant dif ference between the two conditions.

The largest effect of implementation method, holding job changes constant,

is seen in the affective responses . All satisfaction measures show an increase

— in the participative group and a decrease in the plan t manager group ; in two of

the four cases, the difference is significant.

The differences in satisfaction scores could be expected in comparing a

participative implementation method with a top—down approach . But the differ-

ence in MP S——and in individual job characteristics—is surprising when it is

considered that these questionnaire items call for an objective description of

the job.

This suggests that experienced psychological states or feelings of

satisfaction may inf luence employees ’ perceptions of the “objective” charac—

terl,stics of their jobs . To test this possibility, a number of correlations

were computed between JDS scores at the beginning and the end of the second

day, for all workers. Job characteristics are represented by MPS and exper-

ienced psychological states (E]~P) by the product of experienced meaningfulness,

responsibility, and knowledge of results .3 Figure 2 shows static and cross—

lagged correlations for MPS, E~~, and several satisfaction measures.

Insert Figure 2 About Here

Since, in Figure 2(b) , the dif ference between the two cross—lagged cor—

relations is significant (p<.O2; see Kenny, 1975, for a description of the

significance test), the hypothesis that general satisfaction contributes to

perception of job characteristics appears more likely for this sample than the

alternative chain of causation postulated by the job characteristics model’-—

namely , that job characteristics lead to experienced psychological states which,

Li
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Figure 2. Cross—lagged correlations
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in turn, influence satisfaction measures. Similar results are indicated in

Figure 2(c) and 2(d) with the difference of the cross—lagged correlations

approaching significance (.05) for experienced psychological states dnd grc4wth

satisfaction.

Discussion

The simulation showed that supervisors focus more on vertical loading and

employees more on social aspects of the job when asked to change and improve it.

While this is consistent with some of the arguments made against employee par—

ticipation (e.g., Ford, 1969) , two comments are in order in interpreting this

finding.

First , although an effo rt was made to provide the same information to

supervisors and wo rkers , the discussion with the consultant did not develop

along Identical lines in each case; specifically, vertical loading was dis-

cussed more with the supervisors than with the employees . This might suggest

that the supervisors were , because of the consultant’s actions , better prepared

for vertically loading the jobs. One might argue, however, that the concept of

vertical loading was discussed more in the meeting with the supervisors because

the supervisors were more alert to this concept and pursued the discussion more

diligently (the consultant attempted to respond to the concerns of the audience

in each group). Moreover, by the nature of their role, supervisors could be

expected to respond more to issues of responsibility and authority. Thus, one

might consider this emphasis in the discussion as consistent with the supervisors ’

later focus in redesigning the jobs.

Second , the argument that workers should not participate in redesigning

their job s because of a possible difference in the target of change is based

on theories of what makes a job motivating, and these theories are often

applied to more complex jobs . In this case, the jobs were fairly uninteresting 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~-~~~~~-~~~~~ —-- - —  
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and required skills which were not valued by most participants , even after the

work was redesigned. It is possible that, in this case, participants valued

social aspects more than they normally would, and that the process of redesigning

the job had a larger impact than it might have had otherwise.

In the final analysis, employees are motivated by their jobs as they see

them, not necessarily by the researcher’s evaluation of the same jobs, and the

implementation process may influence employees’ perceptions. Consider, for

example, the JDS scores which reflect the workers’ descriptions of their jobs.

These scores show comparable increases for most job dimensions and greater

increases in MPS in the participative condition where the main thrust of the

changes was not to improve job content. This appears to indicate that employees

perceive the jobs which they redesigned as more motivating than those that are

designed for them by management , even if the latter changes are theoretically

“better ;” therefore, participation cannot be ruled out on the basis of solution

quality or the focus of job changes.

Participants’ affective responses favor the participative implementation

method. This is not surprising: almos t all employees expressed a desire on

the first day to work together and help each other , and the participative

implementation method provided that opportunity whereas the supervisory method,

together with the changes made in these groups that tended to isolate workers,

denied employees the opportunity to work toge ther on a meaningful problem . In

addition , participation in job redesign may have provided a growth experience

in an environment otherwise -devoid of opportunities to satisfy growth needs.

Since these results depend, ~to some extent, on the specific circumstances of

the simulation, they can be generalized only with caution.

The comparison of the two groups in which identical changes were imple—

mented clearly indicates that , in this simulation , the me thod of change was at

~ 
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least as important as the actual changes made—and possibly more so. The

effect of identical job changes appears to be more positive if employees have

an input into the decisions leading to these changes . Two possible reasons

for this effect can by hypothesized: (a) employees in the participative condition

perceive the job changes which they suggest in a more positive light because

they “own” them, whereas employees in the supervisory condition may focus their

attention more on the negative aspects of the job because they resent the imple-

mentation method; or (b) participation may increase satisfaction which , in turn,

may have an effect on the way in which employees view their jobs .

The results of the cross—lagged correlational analyses appear to indicate

that the immediate impact of the implementation method is on satisfaction , and

that increased satisfaction then causes an increase in perceived job charac-

teristics and experienced psychological states. it is possible, however, that

the investigation captured only initial reactions (which are more likely to

be affective), whereas the impact of the objective job characteristics is

felt later when more factual knowledge has been accumulated .

Another possibility which canno t be excluded is that the magnitude of the

change has an influence on the direction of causality. For example, radical.

changes may lead primarily to a changed perception of job characteristics, with

changes in experienced psychological states and satisfaction scores following,

whereas with small changes, the change process has the more immediate impact,

and a change in satisfaction then leads to a different assessment of job char—

acteristics .

Further research is necessary to explore the circumstances under wh ich

satisfaction changes precede changes in perception of job characteristics

versus those in which an improvement in job characteristics leads to an increase

in satisfaction, as postulated by the job characteristics model.
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Footnotes
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NR 170—744 (3. Richard Hackman, principal investigator) . Since gran tees

conducting research and development projects under governmental sponsorships

are encouraged to express their own jud gment freely, this report does not

necessarily represent the official position of the Department of Labor. The

author wishes to acknowledge the assistance of 3. Richard Hackman , Cla7ton P.

Alderfer and William Zierden in conducting the workshop sessions on which this

research is based. The author is now at Ball State University, Dept. of

Finance and Management .
LSee Streker (1976) for a complete discussion of the methods used.
2Clinical data from observations and tape recordings are only used

occasionally in this report to aid in interpreting the JDS results . A detailed

report of the clinical data can be found in the author’s dissertation (Streker,

• 1976), from which this report is drawn.

3Por the rationale for using this product score, see Hackman and Oldham (1976) .
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